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TAKING A CLOSER LOOK: THE INFLUENCE OF TYPE OF NONPROFIT 
ORGANIZATION ON MANAGEMENT CAPABILITIES 
 
ABSTRACT 
An increased emphasis on improved governance and accountability and the need to develop 
organizational agility, in addition to balancing competing stakeholder demands has 
intensified the focus on management capabilities in the nonprofit sector. However, the 
examination of critical management capabilities and how they vary by nonprofit organization 
type has been limited. This study compared the management capabilities required in public-
serving and member-serving nonprofit organizations. Findings suggest that the type of 
nonprofit influences the emphasis placed on particular management capabilities as a function 
of the inherent differences in organizational purpose and context. The public-serving 
nonprofit emphasized problem-solving and conflict management, reflecting the challenges of 
operating in an environment where teams are essential for service delivery. While the 
member-serving nonprofit valued planning, innovating and representing the organization in 
an environment where advocacy and shaping the political landscape is critical. Drawing from 
these findings, we highlight theoretical and practical implications of these contextual factors 
for human resource management practices within the nonprofit sector.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Significant changes have been experienced throughout the nonprofit sector in recent 
years in relation to governance, management, business models and funding structures 
(Anheier, 2014; Paton, Mordaunt, & Cornforth, 2007).  In turn, these changes have had 
substantial impact on the expectations and capability requirements of managers in nonprofit 
organizations (Paton et al., 2007).  The growth and scale of the sector has generated research 
interest in appropriate models for governance and structure (McClusky, 2002; Paton et al., 
2007; Stid & Bradach, 2009), and as Anheier (2014) argues, nonprofits are no longer seen as 
“esoteric and irrelevant” (p. 14) by researchers.  Indeed, based on the growth and impact of 
the sector there is a need to investigate appropriate organizational and management models to 
suit the particular requirements of the sector. Further, these capability models need to be able 
to differentiate between the diverse requirements of different types of nonprofit 
organizations, for example member- versus public-serving (Anheier, 2014). Building on 
previous research examining management capabilities within a nonprofit organization 
(Author withheld, 2015), this study aims to better understand the differences in management 
requirements and capabilities within the sector.   
Much of the comparative literature has focused on how the nonprofit sector differs to 
the profit and public sectors (eg. Anheier & Seibel, 1990; Thach & Thompson, 2007) or on 
the international comparison of nonprofit organizations (Anheier & Salamon, 2006; Powell & 
Steinberg, 2006; Smith, 1996). Our aim is to shift this focus, and delve deeper into the 
differences in management requirements within the sector itself, based on the type of 
nonprofit organization in question. This qualitative comparative study explores the 
management capabilities required within two different nonprofits in order to better 
understand the impact of contextual issues within the sector. At the same time, this research 
responds to the calls for a greater emphasis on understanding contextual factors in human 
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resource management and management literature more broadly (Paauwe & Boselie, 2003; 
Toh, Morgeson, & Campion, 2008), and specifically in relation to the impact of context on 
management knowledge and skills. 
Research has shown that management in the nonprofit context is challenging due in 
part to the specific characteristics of the sector; where resources are limited and in many 
cases, demand for services is increasing (Anheier, 2014; Hamlin, Sawyer, & Sage, 2011). 
Given these contextual differences, it can be challenging to successfully apply management 
capability frameworks that have been researched and implemented largely in the profit and 
public sectors. To address this issue, in previously reported research (Author withheld, 2015), 
we found support for an expanded framework, based on the application of Yukl’s (2012) 
framework for articulating management capabilities required in the nonprofit context.  Our 
research suggested that while the leadership framework developed by Yukl and colleagues 
(Yukl, 2012; Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002) consisting of the meta-categories of task-oriented 
behaviors, relations-oriented behaviors, change-related behaviors and externally-focused 
behaviors is useful for identifying most of the capabilities expected of managers within a 
nonprofit case study, it did not sufficiently capture all of them. We found evidence of two 
additional meta-categories; personal knowledge and experience, and nonprofit orientation.  In 
addition, within the existing meta-categories, some additional capabilities were identified.   
In this paper we present findings of a second case study, comparing these findings to 
the first case in order to examine the generalizability of Yukl’s (2012) framework to a 
different type of nonprofit organization.  Our aim is to identify similarities and differences in 
relation to required management capabilities as a factor of the differences in nonprofit type 
(e.g. public-serving or member-serving), organizational purpose and objectives.  The 
evidence provided here therefore has direct implications for the management of human 
resources within the sector.  Where management capability needs differ, then we would 
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expect there to be a corresponding need for different strategies and practices in human 
resource management functions (Akingbola, 2013) such as recruitment and selection, training 
and development, performance management, succession planning and career management.   
 
BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
Variability Within the Nonprofit Sector 
The nonprofit sector is diverse and includes different types of nonprofits operating as 
formal organizations that are independent of government (Lyons, 2001), including ‘private, 
voluntary, nonprofit organizations and associations’ established to achieve varied outcomes 
(Anheier, 2014, p. 4).  One widely accepted way of categorizing these entities was offered by 
Salamon and Anheier (1992) as the International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations 
(ICNPO).  The twelve groups within this classification system include: Culture and 
recreation; Education and research; Health; Social services; Environment; Development and 
housing; Law, advocacy and politics; Philanthropic intermediaries and voluntarism 
promotion; International activities; Religion; Business and professional associations/unions; 
and those not classified elsewhere (Salamon & Anheier, 1992, p. 283).  These groupings 
illustrate the diverse nature of nonprofit organizations and suggest that along with different 
purposes will come differing forms, foci and funding at the very least.   
In recognition of the unique characteristics of the sector, researchers have started to 
scrutinize the extent to which human resource management practices are being designed to 
meet the particular challenges inherent in this particular organizational setting (Akingbola, 
2013) while also considering the appropriate human resource architectures (Ridder & 
McCandless, 2010) for application in this context.  These efforts illustrate a key point – that 
while we can distinguish the nonprofit sector in terms of how it differs from profit or 
government sectors, the sector in and of itself is not homogenous and can vary on a range of 
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criteria.  These fundamental differences in turn require customized strategies, systems and 
practices in order to sustain achievement of organizational objectives.  
At the most fundamental level, Anheier (2014) reflects the US legal treatment of 
nonprofit entities, separating nonprofit organizations into either member-serving or public-
serving.  Typically, member-serving nonprofits, such as cooperatives, trade unions and peak 
bodies, exist to provide benefits to their particular members, while public-serving nonprofits 
are focused on providing services to the community in general, such as medical research, 
human services programs and education and health services. It can be anticipated that the 
different core purpose of each type alone will in turn drive differing business models, funding 
sources, organizational structures, key performance indicators, and staffing arrangements.  In 
an effort to further advance investigation of the diversity within the nonprofit sector, this 
research explores whether these differences also drive differing expectations of the 
capabilities of managers in these organizations.   
Management Capabilities in the Nonprofit Context 
The nonprofit sector has many passionate individuals in leadership positions but 
questions remain about management capabilities in the sector, particularly in terms of 
balancing competing strategic demands (Stid & Bradach, 2009), and delivering core services 
in a manner consistent with organizational values (Cheverton, 2007; McMurray, Islam, 
Sarros, & Pirola-Merlo, 2013).  In addition to aligning organizational values and practices, 
nonprofit managers must also respond to expectations of multiple stakeholders whose needs 
are often diverse and not necessarily complimentary (Kong, 2007).  The complexity of 
managing in the nonprofit environment is exacerbated by sector changes in funding and 
governance structures, and business models requiring nonprofit organizations to be more 
agile and responsive, with sector managers increasingly required to facilitate organizational 
change and foster creativity and innovation (Lutz Allen, Smith, & Da Silva, 2013). These 
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changes are likely to alter and broaden the management capabilities required to be an 
effective nonprofit manager, reinforcing questions about the existing capabilities of managers 
in the sector.  
In our previous exploration of management capabilities in the nonprofit sector 
(Author withheld, 2015), we found support for an expanded framework, based on the 
application of Yukl’s (2012) framework where management is seen as involving change 
management related behaviors and behaviors directed external to the organization, as well as 
the more traditional task and relationship oriented behaviors.  We found that nonprofit 
managers do need to engage in task-oriented, relations-oriented behaviors, change-related 
behaviors and external-related behaviors, but they also need proficiency in additional areas 
(Author withheld, 2015). The Yukl (2012) framework was therefore expanded to improve the 
utility of the taxonomy in the nonprofit context.  First we added two meta-categories to the 
existing taxonomy (‘personal knowledge and experience’ and ‘nonprofit orientation’). These 
meta-categories were clearly seen as separate to others in the Yukl (2012) framework and 
warranted recognition.  Second, based on our analysis of expected managerial knowledge and 
capabilities, we added behaviors to two of the existing meta-categories (task-oriented and 
relation-oriented).  In the task-oriented meta-category, implementing policy, managing 
projects, and navigating organizational politics were added, and the relations-oriented meta-
category was also extended to include relating skills, collaboration, and managing conflict. 
Taken collectively, our findings were consistent with a growing body of comparative 
research that has found some support for the argument that the nonprofit sector has unique 
management capability requirements compared to the private and public sectors (Hamlin et 
al., 2011; Thach & Thompson, 2007) and that these aspects must be considered when 
attempting to adopt management approaches from other sectors (Cheverton, 2007). This 
study takes a necessary step beyond our previous findings to compare management capability 
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requirements between two types of nonprofit organizations.  Specifically, we aim to explore 
the differences between a nonprofit organization that is public-serving and a nonprofit 
organization that is member-serving.  Our central research question is:   
Do expectations of key management capabilities differ between a public-serving and a 
member-serving nonprofit organization, and if so, how? 
 
METHODS 
Research Methodology 
A qualitative approach was employed for this study, given the dearth of research in 
the area of management capabilities in different types of nonprofit organizations. A 
qualitative research design allows the investigation of problems within their specific, 
organizational context (Merriam, 2014), in this study a nonprofit context.  Specifically, a 
comparative case study approach (Yin, 2013) was adopted.  
Case Selection 
In this research, the key focus was extending current management and leadership 
capability theory (in particular the Yukl (2012) taxonomy) to a comparison of organizations 
within the nonprofit sector.  Based on the classification framework presented earlier, 
purposeful sampling was employed to select two types of nonprofit organizations that were 
sufficiently large enough to have a range of management positions.  The two organizations 
represent different types of nonprofits operating within one state in Australia: one public-
serving and one member-serving nonprofit organization. Table 1 provides a summary of the 
key organizational differences between the two cases. 
---------------------------- 
Table 1  
---------------------------- 
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Case A is a public-serving, charitable organization relying on private donations and 
philanthropy to fund its research and support activities focusing on a specific disease in the 
community. They have a presence across one Australian state, but the majority of employees 
(including managers) are based in the capital city.  Case A employs medical specialists to 
provide advice to patients and families and a range of program employees to create, 
coordinate and manage fundraising activities.  The organization has approximately 250 
employees as well as a regular volunteer workforce of approximately 2000. In terms of the 
ICNPO (Salamon & Anheier, 1992), this organization would be considered within the Health 
group of nonprofits. 
Case B is a peak body delivering policy advice and information services to member 
organizations.  They employ a range of specialists with technical knowledge to be able to 
provide advocacy, policy, and informational services to members.  Case B have jurisdiction 
in one Australian state, with the majority of its approximately 70 employees (including 
managers) based in the capital city. This type of nonprofit is a member-serving nonprofit and 
is a private association, where membership is non-compulsory.  In terms of the ICNPO 
(Salamon & Anheier, 1992), it would be considered within the Business and Professional 
Associations/Unions group of nonprofits. 
In both case organizations, an email was sent by the Human Resources (HR) 
department about this study inviting individuals to participate in a confidential interview.  
Final interview arrangements were made directly with the researchers in line with ethical 
approvals to ensure no perceptions of coercion and to maintain the confidentiality of 
participants.  Table 2 provides an overview of the participants interviewed from each case 
organization, and the percentage this represented of the total number of managers in the 
organization.  It should be noted that Case B only required two levels of managers rather than 
12474 
 
 10 
the three present in Case A.  All participants were given a participant number and these, 
along with a case identifier, are reported with any quotes in the findings. 
---------------------------- 
Table 2  
---------------------------- 
Data Collection 
The data collection involved semi-structured interviews with 21 participants in Case 
A and 15 participants from Case B. Three key interview questions were designed to allow all 
participants to reflect on the perceived critical capabilities of managers within their 
organization: “what should a manager know in order to be a good manager?”, “what should a 
manager be able to do in order to be a good manager?”  and “think of someone you believe is 
very capable as a manager – what is it about them that makes you consider them a good 
manager?”. Interviews lasted between 40 minutes and 70 minutes.  The term ‘capabilities’ is 
used within this study to incorporate a range of specific concepts such as knowledge, skills, 
behaviors and/or competencies (Townsend & Cairns, 2003). 
Data Analysis   
All interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim.  The data were analyzed 
applying thematic analysis, managed through NVivo 10.  Thematic analysis can be used in a 
variety of ways (Braun & Clarke, 2006), however we chose theoretical thematic analysis 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006) as the most appropriate way to assess the extent of fit between the 
data and the taxonomy of leadership behaviors (Yukl, 2012), and between the findings in 
Case B in comparison to those of Case A. The coding was undertaken according to the 
definitions provided by Yukl (2012) and the definitions developed previously in the extended 
framework (Author withheld, 2015), details of which are provided in the findings and 
analysis.   
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To add rigor to the research, coding was undertaken by an experienced research 
associate not involved in the interviews.  After initial coding of three interviews, the 
researchers then reviewed the coding to ensure a consistency of interpretation of the data.  
Any differences in coding were discussed and this process allowed for further discussion to 
ensure consistency of interpretation in the final coding process. 
 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
Analysis of the interview data will be presented in relation to the themes that align 
with the extended framework developed in the previous study (Author withheld, 2015). The 
extended framework includes two additional meta-categories relating to nonprofit orientation 
and personal knowledge and experience, in addition to the original four meta-categories from 
Yukl’s (2012) taxonomy (task-oriented, relations-oriented, change-related and external-
related), each with its own objective and behaviors.  No additional meta-categories were 
identified in the Case B data.  Each meta-category will be discussed in turn including 
discussion of the observed differences between the two case organizations. 
Extended Framework: Nonprofit Orientation Meta-Category 
Author withheld (2015) argued that the primary objective of this category relates to 
the manager’s understanding of the broader nonprofit context and how this information is 
used to enhance decision-making, communication methods, and overall approach to 
management, and in the analysis of Case A this included two nonprofit-oriented behaviors:  
nonprofit commitment and managing volunteers.  In Case B, as there were no volunteers 
utilized by the organization, this capability did not emerge in the data. In this study, we found 
evidence of the need for the nonprofit commitment element of this meta-category in both the 
nonprofits, with participants identifying the need for managers to know, understand and be 
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committed to the purpose of the nonprofit. Table 3 presents comparative examples of 
identification of these capabilities by participants.  
---------------------------- 
Table 3 
---------------------------- 
In both organizations, consistent with our previous findings, participants have 
reported the need for personal commitment to the nonprofit’s purpose and the importance of 
alignment with the organizational purpose at an individual level.  What emerges through this 
comparison though is the strategic element of this, where there is a need to be adaptive and 
agile (consistent with the competitive pressures in the for profit sector), and therefore able to 
manage the tension between fit and flexibility but also a stakeholder management challenge 
of managing multiple competing demands in order to be able to effectively execute 
organizational strategy.  The demands differ in each case due in part to the organizational 
objectives and operating environment.  Managers in Case A do not have the same level of 
influence in their environment but rather are required to change their strategy to respond to 
environmental factors, particularly relating to the changing behavior of the public’s approach 
to charities and donations.  On the other hand, Case B managers are involved in formulating a 
position and advocating on behalf of the membership organizations, and their actions shape 
the strategic agenda beyond the bounds of their organization as they play a key role in the 
political landscape. In addition to advocating on behalf of its membership, Case B also 
advises and assists members on a broad range of issues such as governance, compliance, 
industrial relations, and stakeholder communication.  
Extended Framework: Personal Knowledge and Experience Meta-Category 
Author withheld (2015) argued that the primary objective of this meta-category is the 
assimilation of what has been previously learned and the application of this knowledge to the 
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current nonprofit context, and it includes three personal knowledge and experience related 
behaviors: self-awareness, thinking strategically, and discipline-based knowledge.  
In the analysis of Case B we also find support for this meta-category.  In both cases 
the emphasis was on the need for managers to be able to think strategically, and to take an 
organization-wide perspective.  Furthermore, in both cases, the order of emphasis was the 
same: thinking strategically, followed by the need for discipline-based knowledge and then 
self-awareness.  Table 4 presents examples of identification of these capabilities by 
participants in each case organization.  
---------------------------- 
Table 4  
---------------------------- 
Comparatively, however, in Case B the discipline-related knowledge was heavily 
emphasized as participants identified two groups of managers: those who have a focus on 
managing people and those who also need specific technical knowledge.  A number of those 
identified as managers in Case B had small teams and were responsible for technical tasks as 
well as having management responsibilities and therefore, in these cases, their technical 
expertise was seen as critical for success in their role. 
Task-Oriented Meta-Category 
Yukl (2012, p. 68) argues that the primary objective of this meta-category is to 
“accomplish work in an efficient and reliable way”, and the taxonomy includes four task-
oriented behaviors: clarifying, planning, monitoring operations, and problem solving.  The 
previous research (Author withheld, 2015) identified three additional capabilities including 
implementing policies and procedures, managing projects and navigating organizational 
politics.  These additional capabilities fitted within the definition of the task-oriented meta-
category, but were not covered by the framework offered by Yukl (2012).   
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In both cases we found evidence of the four task-oriented capabilities, with 
participants expecting managers to be focused on undertaking the tasks required to achieve 
appropriate outcomes in their area, as well as the additional capabilities identified in the 
previous research (Author withheld, 2015).  Table 5 presents examples of how these 
capabilities were described by the participants in each case. 
---------------------------- 
Table 5  
---------------------------- 
Whilst there was evidence of all task-oriented capabilities in both organizations, we 
compared the extent to which particular capabilities were emphasized as important by 
participants and this comparison shows a number of key differences.  In Case A, the 
capability that was most mentioned was that of clarifying, however in Case B the focus was 
most heavily on planning. The sense in Case A was that a large amount of planning was done 
by those very senior in the organization and therefore the focus was more on ensuring a full 
understanding of these plans (i.e. clarifying) rather than undertaking planning.  However, in 
Case B, due to the smaller size of the organization and specific technical expertise and focus 
of groups and individuals, there was a need for most of the managers to do significant 
planning within their area.  Those in Case B did raise the issue repeatedly that in their lean 
organizational context they find it more difficult to work ‘on’ the business because as a 
manager they are engaged ‘in’ the business just to keep meeting current objectives, and this 
may explain in part their need to consciously focus on planning. This particular difference 
appears more directly related to differences in organizational structure and size rather than 
type on nonprofit (public-serving vs. member-serving). 
The other major point of difference was the fact that managing projects and 
navigating organizational politics (two of the capabilities added in the extended framework) 
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were much less likely to be raised by those in Case B in comparison to Case A.  This may 
reflect the different focus of Case B with less project work and more ongoing advocacy and 
support, together with a heavy focus externally on members driving less of a focus on internal 
politics rather than external stakeholder relations. It may also reflect more internal 
complexity in Case A due to its size and range of services offered to the public. 
Relations-Oriented Meta-Category 
Yukl (2012, p. 68) identifies the primary objective of this meta-category is to 
“increase the quality of human resources and relations” and includes four relations-oriented 
behaviors (supporting, developing, recognizing and empowering).  The previous study 
(Author withheld, 2015) added the capabilities of relating, collaborating, and managing 
conflict to this meta-category. These capabilities were determined to fit with the definition of 
the relations-oriented meta-category, but were not included in the Yukl (2012) framework.   
Again, in both cases we found evidence of all of the relations-oriented capabilities, 
with participants expecting managers to have a primary focus on developing their staff and 
supporting them, as well as demonstrating the additional capabilities identified in the 
previous research (Author withheld, 2015).  Table 6 presents examples of the seven 
capabilities identified in the data for each of the cases. 
---------------------------- 
Table 6  
---------------------------- 
However, we did find differences in terms of the emphasis placed on the particular 
relations-oriented capabilities in each organization. Both cases placed the heaviest emphasis 
on developing people. However, in Case A, the capability that was next highest cited was 
managing conflict.  This is in stark contrast to Case B, where this capability was the least 
mentioned of all seven capabilities (mentioned only in passing by three interviewees).  It 
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would appear that while developing and supporting people and using collaboration skills is 
highly valued in both cases, a manager in Case A may be more likely to encounter conflict.  
This difference may be due to the more political nature of this organization.  As noted 
previously, managers in Case A need to be able to navigate internal politics to be effective in 
their task-related capabilities, while this was not a highly identified aspect of management 
behavior in Case B.  The data in this relations-oriented area suggests that in Case A, 
managers simultaneously focus their relations-oriented capabilities to develop and support 
team members (a positive application) but also need to apply these capabilities to manage in 
times of conflict and disharmony both within the team and beyond.   The nature of the work 
being undertaken in Case A meant a lot more teams working together in programs to 
undertake fundraising and conduct the business of the organization serving the wider public.  
In contrast, Case B had smaller teams where even within those teams individuals possessed 
specific technical expertise and there was much less emphasis on teams and teamwork in 
order to meet member needs. 
Change-Oriented Meta-Category 
The primary objectives of this meta-category are to “increase innovation, collective 
learning and adaptation to the external environment” (Yukl 2012, p. 68) and the taxonomy 
includes four change-oriented behaviors: advocating change, envisioning change, 
encouraging innovation and facilitating collective learning.  There were no additional 
capabilities that emerged in this meta-category from the previous research, nor from the 
analysis of Case B.   
In both cases we found evidence for the importance of the four change-related 
capabilities.  Participants spoke of the need for managers to be able to encourage innovation 
and help others to envision change, as well as to explain what the change will mean in their 
part of the business.  These two aspects were reported as critical capabilities in terms of 
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change management, while also acknowledging the need for managers to advocate change 
and to be able to help others learn about change and appropriate responses to it.  Participants 
also expressed the need for managers to be agile and responsive to change as well as 
proactive in initiating required changes outside of the organization. Table 7 presents 
examples of identification of these capabilities by participants in each case.  
---------------------------- 
Table 7  
---------------------------- 
As with the previous meta-categories, whilst there was evidence of all capabilities in 
both organizations, a comparison of the emphasis placed on particular capabilities shows 
some key differences.  Case A has a clear focus on envisioning change, followed by 
facilitating collective learning about the change process, and encouraging innovation.  On the 
other hand, in Case B encouraging innovation was the most highly identified capability, 
followed by envisioning change. This disparity could be a result of Case B operating in a 
member-services nonprofit environment, where there is greater need to provide innovative 
solutions to members, and to constantly look for new and improved ways to provide value for 
money to members.  Conversely, Case A, a larger nonprofit, with a different focus in the area 
of Health, needs managers to be able to create a sense of what the change is going to look like 
within the organization.  This organization is facing increased competition in the fundraising 
area and is therefore in a position of needing to rapidly change and adjust to the changing 
public behaviors in relation to donations.  In this environment, it appears that the role of a 
manager is more about helping staff to understand the change and to ‘paint a picture’ of what 
it will be like in order to manage the change processes effectively for staff and volunteers.  
There is not an ongoing demand for innovation and expansion of services to members (as 
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exists in Case B), but an aim of providing consistency in terms of the services that are 
provided to those in need.  
External Meta-Category 
Yukl (2012, p. 68) identifies that the primary objectives of this meta-category are to 
“acquire necessary information and resources, and to promote and defend the interests of the 
team or organization” and the taxonomy includes three external-oriented behaviors: 
networking, external monitoring and representing.  There were no additional capabilities that 
emerged in this meta-category from the previous research, nor from the analysis of Case B.   
Again, in both cases we found evidence of the three external-oriented capabilities, as 
participants identified that managers are expected to liaise with relevant stakeholders outside 
of the organization and be able to build strategic partnerships and influence the direction 
being taken within their relevant part of the nonprofit sector.  The complexity of the 
stakeholder environment is evident, and this heightens the need to be able to engage and 
sustain relationships outside the organization, especially for those in Case B who deal with 
members on a regular basis who differ in terms of their competency and political 
perspectives.  
Table 8 presents examples of identification of these capabilities by participants in 
Case A and B.  
---------------------------- 
Table 8  
---------------------------- 
In terms of the external-oriented behaviors that were emphasized in each case, our 
comparison of the data highlights a key difference in terms of the most cited requirement.  In 
Case A, we found that the emphasis was upon networking, while in Case B the emphasis is 
upon representing the business externally.  Case A needs managers to be effective in 
12474 
 
 19 
establishing broad networks so that the organization can be better informed about services, 
availability of resources and to gain further recognition for their health-related cause.  On the 
other hand, Case B needs managers to be highly effective in terms of representing their 
members, beyond the nonprofit sector and to represent their needs in the profit and public 
sector domains. Furthermore, in Case B, the need appears to be more akin to stakeholder 
management as a big part of the challenge was the ability to adapt the message and its 
delivery for different types of members (i.e., association members varied based on size, 
location, and organisational complexity) and member representatives (i.e., senior and middle 
managers, plus operational staff), and also to manage upwards (e.g. Different Levels of 
Government), and sideways (e.g. with other industry peak bodies).  
In summary, our findings and analysis provide support for the existing typology, and 
for the extended management capability framework in a nonprofit context.  Of particular 
note, the application of the extended framework suggests that the differences in 
organizational purpose do influence the capabilities required of nonprofit managers as they 
carry out their work. The findings also lend weight to the suggestion that there are some 
aspects of managing in different types of nonprofits that are unique and warrant further 
consideration.   
 
CONCLUSION AND CONTRIBUTIONS 
The objective of this study was to explore whether the expectations of key 
management capabilities differ between a public-serving and a member-serving nonprofit 
organization, and if so, in what ways. We found support for the proposal that type of 
nonprofit can change the emphasis placed on particular management capabilities.  There is 
evidence in this study that both types of nonprofits require management capabilities from the 
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six meta-categories in the extended framework, however, the importance placed on each area 
is altered due in part to the inherent differences in organizational purpose and objectives. 
 The public-serving nonprofit emphasized management capabilities such as problem-
solving, and conflict management, often linked to the fact that they were challenged with an 
environment where teams were critical to their functioning. Being able to manage projects 
and take an organization-wide perspective were likewise highly valued capabilities in this 
organization as delivering on their outcomes for the broader public required them to work 
across organizational boundaries and in project teams.  In the member-serving nonprofit, 
planning, and representing were management capabilities that were highly valued.  These 
capabilities were seen as critical as the organization was less team- and project-based but 
structured around individual subject matter experts who provide professional services directly 
to members in targeted areas of advocacy or advice.  They were therefore more likely to take 
a representational role and were also more directly responsible for planning within their own 
sphere of expertise.  Both organizations placed significant value on managers being able to 
develop their people and clarify roles and expectations. 
This study has commenced the process of further exploring management capabilities 
in a nonprofit context by applying a framework of management capabilities to the 
comparison of two types of nonprofits.  In practice, our findings highlight the need to 
encourage nonprofits to consider their purpose and mission when planning their management 
development investments to help prioritize those areas of most significance to their particular 
circumstances.  This research has advanced comparative studies within the nonprofit sector, 
acknowledging, consistent with Anheier (2014) and Akingbola (2013) that the sector is not 
homogeneous, and that more contextually rich insights can be gained from examination of the 
differences within the sector, not just continued comparisons to the other sectors.  Our 
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findings add to the emergent understanding of diversity within the sector based on type of 
nonprofit, its purpose and focus and what is expected of managers in these circumstances.  
There is still some way to go in appreciating the nuances of management capabilities 
in the nonprofit sector.  Whilst providing a starting point, this study of two organizations is 
not necessarily generalizable to other organizational contexts or other types of nonprofits and 
future research across a larger sample, with many different types of nonprofit organizations is 
needed.  We are also not attributing all differences found in terms of management capabilities 
to the type of nonprofit organization in question.  In fact, we acknowledge that some of the 
differences between the two cases may also relate to differences in size and organizational 
structure.  Future research into the influence of other possible contextual factors, such as 
organizational size, is necessary to add to our emerging understanding of the unique aspects 
of this sector and the organizations within it.  
This research demonstrates the substantial overlap of expectations of management 
knowledge and capabilities within the nonprofit sector whilst also highlighting some areas of 
uniqueness depending on type of nonprofit organization. Collectively, our findings advance 
the important consideration of context in relation to management requirements and 
capabilities in the diverse and expanding sector of nonprofit organizations.  
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Table 1. Comparison of Case Organizations 
 Case A Case B 
Focus of organization Public-serving Member-serving 
INCPO classification Health Business and Professional 
Associations/Unions 
Purpose Service provider and fund-raising 
body for people affected by a 
particular medical condition 
Advocacy and provision of 
information and advice to member 
organizations 
Employees Approximately 250 Approximately 70 
Volunteer workforce Yes approximately 2000 No 
Levels of management 3 2 
Funding source Philanthropy, fund-raising 
initiatives, donations 
Membership fees, fee-for-service 
work 
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Table 2. Case study participants 
Level of management Number interviewed (% of total number in organization) 
 Case A Case B 
CEO and Senior Manager 
 
6 (100%) 4 (100%) 
Executive Manager* 4 (29%) NA 
Manager/Team Leader 
 
11 (37%) 11 (92%) 
TOTAL 21 (42%) 15 (94%) 
* Note, Case B organization had approximately 70 employees and only required two levels of managers rather 
than the three present in Case A, which had over 200 employees.   
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Table 3. Nonprofit orientation 
Behavior Example interview quotes 
 Case A Case B 
Nonprofit 
commitment 
I suppose it's about, for me personally, 
seeing the impact the organization has and 
wanting to be part of that.  (A4) 
They need to have contextual awareness of 
people, not just in the not-for-profit sector 
but general commercial businesses; because 
I could pick my team up and put it into a 
commercial organization but they don't 
operate like a not-for-profit (A7) 
You need to be able to grow the pie 
year on year because as a not-for-
profit, the more money you can create 
inside the business, the more services 
and tools and support you can 
ultimately deliver to the members. 
(B1) 
Managing volunteers Especially when they are working with 
volunteers which pretty much all the staff 
are…(A6) 
I guess the working with volunteers, I see 
that as an important - and it is a skill and 
awareness.  (A10) 
NA 
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Table 4. Personal knowledge and experience 
Behavior Example interview quotes 
 Case A Case B 
Self-awareness Definitely, there's communication skills and 
the ability to be really self-aware and that 
self-disclosure, so we don't look like we are 
really removed. (A6) 
A person who knows the type of 
manager they are is comfortable with 
it and can operate within that, in a 
positive sense. (B6) 
Thinking 
strategically 
A good ability to think more broadly, so 
more strategically about the unit within think 
they work and where it sits within the 
broader organizational framework (A16) 
They need to have a solid 
understanding of what's happening 
across the business because so many 
of our issues impact on other areas.  
So that's a really critical thing. (B7) 
Discipline-based 
knowledge 
They are specialized areas and some of the 
things that I admire about them is that they 
are experts around that….So when they say 
something or contribute something to 
meetings/conversations, you know that you 
are getting a high quality contribution.  They 
come from a place of knowledge and in-
depth knowledge. (A15) 
Oh, well, it has been the fact that you 
are an expert.  So it's that leadership 
by expertise.  So you happen to know 
more about whatever the subject 
matter is than most people on the 
planet. (B2) 
 
  
12474 
 
 29 
Table 5. Task-oriented knowledge and capabilities 
Behavior Example interview quotes 
 Case A Case B 
Clarifying Often it's somebody who can direct and 
guide people so that they then don't focus 
on trivial types of things that tend to take 
up more of their time than it should. (A5) 
And then they have got to have good… skills 
to form the narrative with those people, "This 
is what we are doing.  This is why we are 
doing it.  This has got value.  If we do this, 
this is the pay-off" (B2) 
Planning To be always on the ball and thinking and 
come up with initiatives and ideas that are 
on a more specific level than the strategic 
plan but would support that plan (A11) 
 
You need to know that you have got 
appropriate resources and timing and be 
able to give timeframes for when that work 
can be done (A13) 
We obviously do a lot of planning at the start 
of year and budget process.  Set the agenda 
for the 12 months.  And that is a collective 
type of process because it can be a little bit 
competitive around resources and things like 
that  (B4) 
Monitoring 
operations 
So being able to operate and keep the 
finger on the pulse when you have got 
eight/ten people across the State doing all 
sorts of different things, which is quite a 
challenge (A21) 
In terms of nipping it on the bud and dealing 
with it on a daily basis, to make sure that we 
don't an escalation and things becoming 
performance problems (B4) 
Problem 
solving 
Deal with challenges, themselves, and sort 
out the problems that might arise, for them 
to be equipped enough to deal with those 
challenges and things (A12) 
Dealing with issues as they come up (B7) 
 
 
Navigating 
organizational 
politics 
They have been around a lot and they 
know where/who they need to go and 
speak to, to get things (A9) 
[you need a manager] who understands the 
game of - I don't know what it is - the 
territory of the hierarchy (A10) 
It is part of all those soft skills; to know when 
you can do things and when you can't. (B4) 
Implementing 
policies and 
procedures 
It's about having structure and having the 
appropriate policies and procedures in 
place…(A4) 
Doing recruitment properly [according to the 
policy] is really, really important (B7) 
Managing 
projects 
I think they need to be able to project 
manage; they need to be able to manage 
small teams of staff and they need to have 
project and program leadership skills 
(A19) 
I also undertake a number of internal projects 
as a sort of internal project manager (B5) 
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Table 6. Relations-oriented knowledge and capabilities 
Behavior Example interview quotes 
 Case A Case B 
Supporting So knowing how to deal with each 
individual employee to get the most out of 
each (A1) 
I do promote the sense of connectedness 
and family (B2) 
Developing Certainly let me know if there are any 
training deficits within the team, so that we 
can seek support for that (A13) 
As a manager, it's that ability to help 
people grow or help people grow 
themselves. (B6) 
Recognizing I think it's really important that everybody 
feels that what they do is really valuable and 
really - just important.  Because I think 
everything fits (A17) 
Again, apart from handing out an award, I 
am linking it back to our corporate 
objectives…. So what I have been trying 
do is shine a light, I suppose, on, "Look at 
this great outcome that we have been able 
to get for our members” (B1) 
Empowering Not having that solution in the head, not 
actually fixing it, but saying, "Okay, what do 
we need to do to fix it?"  (A4) 
What can we be doing to ensure that the 
staff and team are participative in the 
processes of identify customer need; 
participative in the process of being 
creative around what sort of solutions and 
things we might be able to deliver in that 
space. (B1) 
Relating Understanding those communication styles 
and how can you understand your team to 
know how are they going to respond best, so 
that your outcomes can be achieved. (A2) 
I think it comes from those sort of skills 
in relation to communication, listening, 
all the things that you need to lead people 
into providing that two-way street (B4) 
Get up and talk. I am old-school.  You 
have a relationship first and everything 
else flows from it.  You have got to work 
at it. (B6). 
 
Collaborating  …and how to engage and promote 
communication and collaboration across the 
team (A21) 
A bit more collaborative with other 
departments in the organization, to make 
sure that everything aligns (A18) 
…work with others to do things (B5) 
Obviously, the communication and skills 
that everyone brings to the table in terms 
of communicating with their peers across 
- they have similar skills (B4) 
Managing 
conflict 
…they [the team] really had no idea of half 
the stuff that was actually going on and if 
ever there was any little conflict or whatever, 
I would deal with that particular person but 
usually in private sort of thing, so not in 
front of the team (A17) 
They are great at managing people and 
dealing with conflict (A12) 
They don't need to be managed but people 
who don't need to be managed have issues 
from time to time that need to be resolved 
(B5) 
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Table 7. Change-oriented knowledge and capabilities 
Behavior Example interview quotes 
 Case A Case B 
Advocating change I think that's what we are charged with; being 
able to see the opportunities for the 
organization and go out and do that kind of 
"look across all the different organizations as 
a benchmark and see what we can bring back 
to [organization] and how we can grow 
things". (A6) 
So I am more the sort of ring leader, I 
suppose, and identifying the 
opportunities within the teams and 
making it real, I suppose. (B1) 
 
Envisioning change They need to set the vision for the business.  
Be very clear on what it is they want this 
place to look like in one, three, ten years 
from now; and be able to communicate that 
effectively to my group. (A7) 
You have got to be a bit more 
forward-looking for the 
organization… You have got to look 
at "where do we want to be in ten 
years' time?"  (B6) 
Encouraging 
innovation 
They suggest encouraging us to talk about 
each other's business which I agree is the 
way to go and being open and accountable 
and being able to look at each other's areas 
and see opportunities (A6) 
What's a more creative way that we 
can respond to that? (B4) 
 
Facilitating 
collective learning 
A willingness to learn from others and teach 
others at the same time; an openness to being 
challenged or questioned and a fearlessness 
to question upwards as well if they need to. 
(A5) 
That is part of the workforce 
planning; about benchmarking, 
collecting metrics, benching against 
others; so knowing how well you are 
travelling and the sharing of ideas 
with the organization.  (B6) 
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Table 8. External knowledge and capabilities 
Behavior Example interview quotes 
 Case A Case B 
Networking Media, and people, and communities.  It's 
just that stakeholder management stuff.  So 
an ability to do that.  (A20) 
A lot of public health is based on 
relationships/partnerships with different 
industries and stuff like that (A18) 
The roles require a very high level of 
relationship management both 
internally and externally. (B5) 
The managers in the policy area, the 
people who deal directly with 
membership, they have to have the 
capacity to engage with people at 
different levels … it is extremely 
diverse.  And from a positional point 
of view, you are dealing with mayors, 
councils, who are elected on not 
competency but popularity; some 
extremely capable, some worldly, 
some extremely incapable and tunnel 
vision (B1). 
External monitoring They need to be aware of what's going on in 
the outside world and how it kind of 
measures up or how it's trending and that 
kind of thing. (A13) 
…have to have a very good 
understanding of what's happening 
across all of our members and what's 
happening across the industry and 
Local Government. (B4) 
 
Representing So someone you trust to be your 
advocate…So I have confidence that what we 
are trying to achieve will be well-represented 
and thoughtfully represented, to give it the 
best chance of coming into reality. (A10) 
…the GMs [General Managers] play 
a role in being, for want of a better 
word, figureheads or representatives 
of the organization as a whole.  (B4) 
 
 
 
